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I.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

  
The goal of this report is to provide an evaluation of the “Contested Spaces: After the 

Research Spring 2025 Symposium.” The Symposium was co-hosted by the More Than a 
Fraction Foundation (MTAFF) and the Virginia Tech Council on History. MTAFF is the 
evaluation client and their motivation is to understand how people interact surrounding the 
history of racial and Indigenous oppression in the United States. The data and findings will be 
used for the purposes of improving future program offerings and applying for grants.  

The core research questions of the evaluation were: 1) how do stakeholders engage in 
and react to conversations about next steps, and 2) what communication strategies and 
common language are utilized? The data collection methods involved observations and survey. 

The key findings were (in order of type of data analysis):  
● Whiteness was the primary identity discussed, with participants being split on its 

appropriateness. 
● Emotions played a role in both conversations and activities, with participants being 

surprised at their arousal. 
● Language matters, meaning the participants were conscious that their language choice 

and intention would play a role in potential next steps. 
● Colleges and museums were more likely to attend looking for support from other 

organizations. 
● All programs were well-received with no rating under three, but an average of 4.5 or 

higher 
● Higher ratings were offered for the final sessions when compared to earlier sessions.   
● Representatives from Colleges and Universities disproportionately stated that more 

training were needed at their institutions after the Fishbowl activity (when compared to 
Members of Descendant and Tribal groups). 

● Representatives from the Descendants and Tribal Groups were significantly more likely 
to state that the Fishbowl activity was the most impactful when compared to 
Representatives from Colleges and Universities. 

● Respondents were pleasantly surprised by the amount of personal reflection and identity 
work, though they found it helpful and generative. Related they appreciated the dialogic 
and participatory format, stating the Fishbowl activity was the best. 

● Representatives left with a recommitment to action and institutional change, but were 
also keenly aware of the challenges and barriers to their specific institutions. 

● Representatives were interested in pushing for ongoing change, but in need of facilitated 
support. 

Recommendations: 
● Consider the value of discomfort in promoting generative conversations as well as 

providing resources to the participants before and during the activities in order to 
prepare for potential reactions. 

● Continue offering hands-on activities that personalize the experience. 
● Consider shortening the duration of activities. 



● Tailor programs to type of organization 
● Provide a network of support and possibly facilitate exchanges such as visioning 

sessions for next steps (targeted toward type of organization) 

 The limitations of this evaluation are: 1) a small sample; 2) not all participants completed every 
component of the survey; 3) without demographics we cannot control expected exogenous 
effects. 
  



II. PROGRAM SPECIFICS 
 

A. Description of Program: 
 

This final report evaluates the Contested Spaces: After the Research Spring 2025 
Symposium at Virginia Tech. The Symposium took place at the Inn at Virginia Tech from 
March 2nd through March 4th, 2025. The Symposium was geared toward organizations 
and institutions that had taken part in five previous steps involving research concerning 
their institution’s relationship to Africans in America, African Americans, and Indigenous 
Peoples.  

 
The symposium was designed to assist the participants (and their organizations and 
institutions) in envisioning and enacting their institution’s next steps through the 
development of a shared action plan. The three day event included a panel, group 
exercises, and breakout sessions. Upon registration, participants were assigned into one 
of three groups; the assignment was systematically random, whereby the first person 
who registered at the registration table was given A1, the second person B1, the third 
person C1, the fourth person A2, and so on. The alpha-numeric code served as their 
unique identification number for the purposes of an online evaluation. The structure 
served the purpose of establishing equal group sizes, encouraging networking and 
optimizing anonymity in the online evaluation.   
 
The opening day (March 2) was facilitated by representatives of Virginia Tech. Professor 
Bob Leonard, chair of the Council on Virginia Tech History, offered the land grant 
acknowledgment. Introductions were then provided by Dr. Menah Pratt, Director of 
InclusiveVT, and Dr. Kerri Moseley-Hobbs, Executive Director of the More Than a 
Fraction Foundation. Dr. Pratt provided a call to action, while Dr. Moseley-Hobbs 
discussed the purpose and vision of the Symposium. The purpose of the research and 
data collection were introduced to participants at this time. The three primary events of 
the day were a keynote panel and two group exercises. The keynote panel involved 
scholars and representatives from descendant communities and was moderated by 
Stacey Wilkerson, the Vice President of Inclusivity.  The formal presented questions 
broadly focused on the role of place, and were followed by a question and answer 
session. After a short break, the participants engaged in two concurrent group breakout 
sessions addressing challenges and opportunities, respectively.  
 
Days two and three focused on the breakout sessions, which were three small group 
programs designed and facilitated by three Fraction family descendants: 

1. Unpanel by Dr. Kerri Moseley-Hobbs: This session was an adaptation of a 
traditional conference panel, where the participants were the panelists and the 
“questions of focus” were positioned in the seats where “traditional panelists” 
would sit. After introductions, each session took its own turn based on what was 
addressed and how participants responded to one another.  



2. Fishbowl by Jaraux Washington: The session had multiple components including 
an ice-breaker, self-reflection, and an adapted fishbowl activity. The presented 
objectives of the session were: 1) to explore your identity through personal 
identities and experiences, 2) to explore how historical and social context 
influences those identities, and 3) to reflect on how those personal identities 
might impact the institution (the respondent is representing). The session began 
with an icebreaker, inviting people to think about an experience that had an 
impact on their current role today (i.e. how they ended up in that role) and then 
finding a personal or public picture that represents that experience or association 
on their phone. The next activity, titled “dancing triplets,” was created to 
encourage people to engage with other participants. When the music started, 
people were instructed to dance in order to find another person. When the music 
stopped, the participant would share their photo and experience from the 
icebreaker uninterrupted for one minute and then one minute of question and 
answer, before their partner did the same. This activity was completed three 
times. The next activity involved participants answering the question “what are 
the top five roles that you identify with most?” Participants received five note 
cards and wrote the roles on the front, and then wrote how the role influenced 
their life or their work on the back side of the notecard. They then ordered the 
notecards into a hierarchy, affixing them to their shirt with safety pins or to their 
name tag. Using the ordering of identities as a spark for conversation, the 
participants were then asked to find someone they had not spoken to previously, 
based on a specific condition, such as having the same category at the top of the 
hierarchy. The partners sat across from one another and asked questions offered 
on the PowerPoint presentation. The culminating activity involved an adapted 
version of a fishbowl exercise. The traditional fishbowl exercise centers listening 
and perspective taking by having an inner circle of active speakers and an outer 
circle of observers taking notes. In this adaptation, there was an empty seat on 
the interior circle and if an observer had something to contribute, they would sit in 
the inner empty seat, and one person would have to leave the inner circle. In this 
way, there was always an empty inner seat.  The session concluded with broad 
overriding questions, which the participants addressed on giant post-its.  

3. Roundtable by Jason: This breakout session was an adaptation of a conference 
roundtable, where the participants were the experts addressing questions 
concerning the culture of belonging. After setting the ground rules, Jason had 
everyone introduce themselves. Depending upon the session, the exact format 
differed. However, it was largely centered on questions and topics within 
PowerPoint slides, where the group would have a table conversation and then 
report out to the larger session.  

  
Additional activities involved: 

● An optional visit to the Fraction/Solitude House 
● An optional attendance at the Universities Studying Slavery (USS) Consortium 

Conference call (which occurred on Zoom) 



● Breakfast and lunch breaks 
 
 The symposium closed with a wrap-up session, led by the facilitators. The session 
largely featured participants sharing what they took away from the symposium. 
 
 

B. Stakeholders: 
 
The stakeholders for the Symposium include the following: 
 

1. More Than a Fraction Foundation (MTAFF) 
2. Council on Virginia Tech History 
3. Board of Directors, The Smithfield Plantation  
4. InclusiveVT 
5. Participants at the Symposium: This includes representatives from universities, 

museums, and descendant organizations which have studied and acknowledged 
their institution’s relationship to racialized oppressions, including the enslavement 
of Africans and forced removal of Indigenous peoples.  

6. Member Institutions of Universities Studying Slavery (USS) 
7. Organizations interacting with descendants and/or using the descendant model 

 
 

C. Purpose of Evaluation: 
  
 The purpose of this evaluation is to assess the effects of the Symposium’s structure and  

format on the participants and their understanding of next steps (i.e. what their 
organization can do after identifying their relationship to a historical oppression). The 
evaluation was requested by MTAFF, with specific targets to assess how stakeholders 
engage in and react to conversations about next steps as well as what communication 
strategies and common language are utilized. The request involves providing empirical 
support for evaluating the program for future deliveries as well as applying for grants.  

 
D. Expected Program Theory of Impact:  

 
Figure 1 presents the expected program theory of impact. This is the program theory as 
observed by the researchers, which included observations of the Symposium, conversations 
with Dr. Moseley-Hobbs, and analysis of the survey data.  
 
  



Figure 1: Expected Program Theory of Impact 
  

Participants arrive with a vision of what their institution can accomplish,  
or no idea about potential next steps. 

 
 

 
 

Participants engage in formal activities and informal discussion of next steps.  
 

 
Participants have a tangible vision on next steps and act on that vision within five years.  

 
 
III. EVALUATION METHODS 

 
 The evaluation methods included the following: 

1) Conversations with Director Moseley-Hobbs 
2) Review of online materials for stakeholder organizations (MTAFF and VT Council 

on History) 
3) QuestionPro survey for participants: The format of the survey can be found in 

Appendix A.  
4) Observation of symposium by three evaluators (who are the report authors) 

 
 The analytical methods included the following: 
 

1) Thematic coding (for qualitative/textual responses) 
2) Descriptive summary statistics, cross tabulations, and ANOVAs (for quantitative 

data) 
 
 
IV. FINDINGS & INTERPRETATIONS 

 
The following findings are based on a preliminary coding and analysis. Due to the preliminary 
nature of the coding, we deem these estimates as conservative. 

 
 

A. Observation Fieldnotes 
 
Based on our coding of observational data across the duration of the Symposium, five themes 
emerged with larger pluralities than other themes: the first to fifth most common tags are 
“Identity” (154 instances), “Case Study” (152), “Language” (122), “Next Step” (95), and 
“Emotions” (74).  



 
At the surface, this indicates that most participants engaged with the Symposium in accordance 
with the event’s framing. We do note that the prominence of tags, as indicated by commonality 
of the “Identity” and “Language” themes, was likely influenced by the Fishbowl and Roundtable 
events, since the Fishbowl centered on themes such as “Identity” and the Roundtable centered 
on themes like “Belonging.” This is not to suggest that the Unpanel event did not influence the 
commonality of themes; “Next Step” was the fourth most common theme, which likely indicates 
that most participants either questioned, proposed, or discussed potential subsequent steps, 
which was a specific goal of the Unpanel. Additionally, the tag of “Language” was more common 
on Sunday rather than just secluded to one program. 
 
The “Case Study” theme was likely prevalent due to the demographics of participants across 
event representation groupings. When coding, we noted when participants involved with the 
MTAFF case study engaged by attaching this tag to an observation related to their engagement 
along with the other codes present in each instance. Because the “Case Study” theme records 
the involvement of particular participants, it will only be referenced in this section if a plurality of 
coded observations within one of the prevalent themes simultaneously contains the “Case 
Study” tag. The simultaneously occurring codes likely indicate that the concurrence deserves 
particular consideration and may offer more targeted insights into the specific organization(s) 
represented in the interaction(s), Symposium event it occurs during or after, or the Symposium 
as a whole.  
 
It is also important to note that given the time limitations of producing this report, it is likely that 
several of the sub-themes within each of the five most occurring themes could have more data 
recorded as part of a sub-theme rather than the broad theme.  
 
To further discern why “Identity” and “Language” were the most prominent themes in the 
observation data, we will investigate the content attached to each theme. There were also a few 
sub-themes, or more particular themes embedded within the broader theme, that we will discuss 
in each theme.  
 

1. Identity 
The “Identity” theme had a total of 154 instances, where 37 instances were sub-coded to 
“Whiteness,” 13 instances were sub-coded to “Blackness,” and 2 instances were sub-coded to 
“Indigenous.” The “Identity” theme was most recorded during the Fishbowl event (63.6 percent 
of occurrences). Comparatively, “Identity” was the second-most recorded theme during the 
Unpanel event (18.8 percent of occurrences). The “Blackness” and “Whiteness” sub-codes were 
also most recorded during the Fishbowl event (46.1 percent and 56.7 percent, respectively). For 
comparison, the “Blackness” and “Whiteness” sub-codes were both second-most recorded 
during the Unpanel event (23 percent and 18.9 percent, respectively), though the other events 
recorded similar numbers of occurrences.The outlier of this theme’s statistical occurrence was 
the sub-code “Indigenous,” which was recorded only twice during the Roundtable event.  
 
 



2. Language 
The “Language” theme had a total of 122 instances, where 13 instances were sub-coded to 
“Hesitation,” 4 instances were sub-coded to “Speaking up and speaking out,” and 2 instances 
were sub-coded to “Truth.” The “Language” theme was most recorded during the Unpanel event 
(36.8 percent of occurrences) and during the introduction events on Sunday (31.1 percent of 
occurrences).  
 

3. Next Step 
To further discern why “Next Step” was another frequent theme in the observation data, we will 
identify the content attached to it. “Next Step” had a total of 95 instances, where 26 were sub-
coded as “Goals,” 10 instances were sub-coded as “Stuck,” and 4 were sub-coded as “Actions.” 
 

4. Emotions 
To further discern why “Emotions” was another frequent theme in the observation data, we will 
identify the content attached to it. “Emotions” had a total of 74 instances, where 16 were sub-
coded as “Negative,” 6 instances were sub-coded as “White Guilt,” 5 instances were sub-coded 
as “Healing,” 2 instances were sub-coded as “Resilience,” and 1 was sub-coded as “Positive.” 
 
 

B. Survey Results 
41 participants completed at least one component of the survey. However, not every participant 
completed each component. Therefore, the tables will have different sample sizes depending 
upon the number of participants.  
 
Of those who completed the introductory portion of the survey, here is the breakdown: 
 
Figure 2: Chart of Groups Represented by Percentage 

 
 



Table 1: Groups Represented at Symposium, by Frequency and Percentage 

Group Representation Total Number Percentage of Total 

Member of a Descendant Group 7 24.14% 

Member of a Tribal Group 1 3.45% 

College/University 14 48.28% 

Museum 5 17.24% 

Other 2 6.90% 

Total 29  100% 

Note: For analyses by group, Member of a Tribal Group and Member of a Descendant Group 
will be consolidated.  
 
The highest percentage of participants represented colleges and universities (48.28%). This 
appears consistent with our research observations during the Symposium. The lowest 
percentage of folks identified as “other” (6.90%). When asked “what group are you representing 
at the symposium?” the two participants indicated they were interested in “learning more about 
the work that is being done.” Any results involving “other” should be interpreted with caution 
because the sample size is small. Additionally, the participants who identified with this 
designation rarely answered questions concerning the programs or the summative evaluation..  
 
Additionally, participants were randomly assigned into groups when registering for the 
Symposium. These numbers total more than 29, because the assigned group designation was 
used as a unique identification for completing the survey. Therefore, anyone who completed the 
survey needed a group designation. Not all participants were present at the opening session 
when the “group representation” was recorded into the survey. 
 
Table 2: Assigned Group at Symposium, by Frequency and Percentage 

Group Assignment Total Number Percentage of Total 

Group A 15 36.59% 

Group B 12 29.27% 

Group C 12 29.27% 

Invalid Group ID 2 4.88% 

Total 41 100.00% 

 
The highest percentage of participants who took part in the survey were from assigned Group A 
(36.59%). This group completed their symposium schedule in the following order: Unpanel, 
Fishbowl, and Roundtable. Assigned Groups B and C had the same percentage of participants 



complete a portion of the survey (29.27%). Group B completed their symposium schedule in the 
following order: Fishbowl, Roundtable, and Unpanel. Group C completed their symposium 
schedule in the following order: Roundtable, Unpanel, and Fishbowl. Two participants did not 
identify themselves with a valid group assignment (4.88%). Therefore, they are not included in 
the analysis by assigned group.  
 
Figure 3: Responses to “What is your role in achieving your organization’s goals?, by 
Percentage 

 
Table 3: Responses to “What is your role in achieving your organization’s goals?” by 
Frequency and Percentage 

Response Option Raw Count Percentage 

Speak to organizational leadership 3 13.64% 

Host team meetings 0 0.00% 

Create an action plan 6 27.27% 

Provide resources 6 27.27% 

Provide education 3 13.64% 

Internally work to educate your organization on topics discussed 4 18.18% 

Participate in another event like today 0 0.00% 

Total 22  100% 

 
Figure 3 and Table 3 present the roles of the Symposium participants within their organizations. 
These statistics are in response to the question, “what is your role in achieving your 
organization’s goals?” The most common responses were “create an action plan” (n=6; 27.27%) 
and “provide resources” (n=6; 27.27%). No one selected their roles as “host team meetings” or 



“participate in another event like today.” This indicates that both primary and secondary support 
agents attended the Symposium on behalf of their organizations. 
 
Analysis of Quantitative Survey Responses: 
To assess if there were any distinguishable differences by representation or assigned group, the 
data will be analyzed overall as well as by group representation and assigned symposium 
group. The analysis includes a comparison of means between groups as well as TTests for 
assessments of statistical difference between designated group comparisons.  
 
  



  
 
Table 4: Descriptive Statistics of All Closed Ended Survey Items 

Note: For binary variables, 1 is coded as yes, and 0 as no. For variables with a max value of 5, 
1 was labelled as “not useful” and 5 was labelled as “very useful.” 
 
 
Table 4 presents the overall statistics for all closed ended items, save questions concerning 
“role” and “most impactful activity” (which will be presented later in this section). All questions in 
Table 4 had similar response rates (n=22-24), except the Roundtable questions (n=14). This is  
likely because Jason neglected to remind one group to complete the survey, accounting for 
about a third of responses. This is similar to the number of responses missing from that variable 
response rate.  
 

Session 
Assessed 

Survey Item Obs Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Min Max 

O
ve

ra
ll 

G
o

a
ls

 

 Developing actionable items to take back to my 
organization 

22 .727 .456 0 1 

 Finding ways to readjust my organization’s values or 
workplace culture 

22 .273 .456 0 1 

 Recommitting myself and my organization to reducing 
injustice 

22 .455 .51 0 1 

Gaining support from other organizations 22 .591 .503 0 1 

 Other 22 .182 .395 0 1 

U
n

pa
n

el
 

 On a scale of 1-5, how useful did you find this exercise 
to plan for your organization's next steps? 

23 4.652 .573 3 5 

 Thinking of the next steps you identified, are additional 
training and/or educational workshops necessary to 
ensure all employees feel included and that your 
organization is unified in your pursuit towards the next 
steps after the research?  

23 .826 .388 0 1 

F
is

h
bo

w
l 

 On a scale of 1-5, how useful did you find this exercise 
to plan for your organization's next steps? 

24 4.667 .565 3 5 

 Thinking of the next steps you identified, are additional 
training and/or educational workshops necessary to 
ensure all employees feel included and that your 
organization is unified in your pursuit towards the next 
steps after the research?  

22 .5 .512 0 
  

1 
  

R
o

un
d

ta
b

le
  On a scale of 1-5, how useful did you find this exercise 

to plan for your organization's next steps? 
14 4.5 .76 3 5 



Rows two through six in table 4 present data concerning participants’ overall goals for 
participation in the Symposium. The highest percentage of participants identified “developing 
actionable items to take back to my organization/community” (30.65%). This was selected by 
72.7% of those respondents who completed the question. “Gaining support from other 
organizations” and “recommitting myself and my organization to reducing injustice” were the 
next highest selected response options (59.1% and 45.5%, respectively). The least selected 
response was “other” (18.2%). This low response selection is expected if the question was 
worded in accordance with the Symposium goals. The “other” responses (n=4) included: 
personal experience, learning, “continuing the process fueling the fire,” and other. “Continuing 
the process fueling the fire” could be categorized as “Recommitting myself and my organization 
to reducing injustice.” The highest percentage of response selections appear in line with the 
Symposium goals. These results indicate that the participants understood the Symposium goals 
and were attracted to the Symposium to help meet those goals. 



 

Table 5: Means Comparison of All Closed Ended Survey Items, by Group Represented and Assigned Symposium Group 
 Variable Overall 

Mean 
A B C Descendant 

/Tribal 
College Museum Other T-Test Comparison 

Overall Goals 
  
  
  
  

 Developing actionable items to take back to my 
organization 

.727 .889 .571 .667 .667 .833 .667 0 A:B + 
  

 Finding ways to readjust my organization’s values or 
workplace culture 

.273 .111 .429 .333 .167 .333 .333 0 A:B + 
  

 Recommitting myself and my organization to reducing 
injustice 

.455 .333 .571 .5 .667 .417 .333 0   

Gaining support from other organizations .591 .667 .286 .833 .167 .75 1 0 A:B+; B:C*; 
Desc:Col***; 
Desc:Mues *** 

 Other .182 .222 .143 .167 .333 .083 0 1   

Unpanel 
  

 On a scale of 1-5, how useful did you find this exercise 
to plan for your organization's next steps? 

4.652 4.636 5 4.5 4.667 4.75 . . A:B+ 

 Thinking of the next steps you identified, are additional 
training and/or educational workshops necessary to 
ensure all employees feel included and that your 
organization is unified in your pursuit towards the next 
steps after the research?  

.826 .818 .75 .875 .667 .875 . .   

Fishbowl 
  

 On a scale of 1-5, how useful did you find this exercise 
to plan for your organization's next steps? 

4.667 4.5 4.571 4.875 4.833 4.5 5 .   

 Thinking of the next steps you identified, are additional 
training and/or educational workshops necessary to 
ensure all employees feel included and that your 
organization is unified in your pursuit towards the next 
steps after the research?  

.5 .429 .5 .625 .4 .833 . 5 Desc:Col+ 

Roundtable  On a scale of 1-5, how useful did you find this exercise 
to plan for your organization's next steps? 

4.5 4.714 4 5 4.25 4.5 4 0 A:B+ 

 



 

 
The overall goals items were completed before the formal start of the programs. However, a 
comparison by group represented and assigned group can still offer insight into any potential 
response patterns. Three survey items demonstrated statistically significant differences in the 
means of response by assigned groups and one demonstrated a difference by group 
representation.1 
 
In response to the survey variable “developing actionable items to take back to my 
organization,” the mean difference between Assigned Groups A and B trended toward statistical 
significance (p<=.10). This indicates that participants in Assigned Group A selected “developing 
actionable items to take back to my organization” as an overall goal more often than participants 
in Assigned Group B. In the inverse trend, Assigned Group B participants selected “finding ways 
to readjust my organization’s values or workplace culture” more often than participants in 
Assigned Group A (p<=.10).   
 
For the overall goals survey item “gaining support from other organizations,” four comparisons 
in groups revealed statistically different means. The mean difference between Assigned Groups 
A and B trended toward statistical significance (p<=.10), with Assigned Group B having a higher 
mean (mean = .667). Similarly, Assigned Group B’s mean was also statistically higher than 
Assigned Group C (p<=.05). This item also yielded statistically lower means between Members 
of Descendent Groups and Tribal Groups and two other representation groups: Colleges 
(p<=.001) and Museums (p<=.001). This finding implies that representatives from Colleges and 
Museums were attending the conference with the overall goal of obtaining support from other 
organizations more often than those participants representing Descendant and Tribal groups. 
 
Rows seven through eleven in tables 4 and 5 present the data from the closed ended questions 
concerning the specific programs offered. The survey item, “On a scale of 1-5, how useful did 
you find this exercise to plan for your organization’s next steps?” was assessed on all three 
programs. Overall means for each program were at 4.5 or above (out of five). Fishbowl had the 
highest overall mean (mean: 4.667). When comparing responses between assigned groups, T-
tests reveal two statistically different comparisons of means. In the Unpanel, Assigned Group A 
had a statistically lower mean than Assigned Group B (P<=.10). In the Roundtable, Assigned 
Group B had a statistically lower mean than Assigned Group A (p<=.10). The only observation 
of value we can offer is that the Assigned Groups with the higher means on the Unpanel and 
Roundtable, respectively, engaged in that activity as their last session. The last session was cut 
short due to a misscheduling, which cut approximately an hour off of each session.  
 
Additionally, the following survey item was used to assess the Fishbowl and Unpanel: “Thinking 
of the next steps you identified, are additional training and/or educational workshops necessary 
to ensure all employees feel included and that your organization is unified in your pursuit 
towards the next steps after the research?” TTests reveal one comparison with statistically 
different means: Descendants and Colleges on the Fishbowl question (p<=.10). This difference 

 
1 A cross tabulation with Pearson chi2 indicates that there is no evidence that Assigned Group and Group 
Representation are related (chi2=2.24; p=.896). 



 

in means is likely due to the primary target of said institutions. The majority of colleges and 
universities participating in the Symposium are primarily white institutions. These are the very 
institutions that have learned incriminating information from the research and thus realize a key 
step forward is in creating a space of belonging and inclusion. It is likely Museums, depending 
on their focus, would reveal a similar relationship. However, no participant representing a 
museum responded to the question. This interpretation is further solidified by the fact that the 
difference between group means was only observed on the Fishbowl evaluation. This implies 
that the focus on identity within the Fishbowl program likely spurred College and University 
participants to realize that additional opportunities are needed to ensure all are included and 
unified in the next steps after the research.  Similarly, Descendant and Tribal Groups have often 
focused on finding additional descendants and familial relations. Therefore, their mission is 
often based on inclusion and belonging, indicating that further training would likely not be 
needed even as more about identity is learned. Learning about identity and its extension is what 
Descendant and Tribal groups do.  
 
 
Figure 4: Responses to “What activity was most impactful in considering your 
organization’s next steps?”, by Overall Percentage (n=17) 
 

 
Table 6: Comparison of Most Impactful Activity by Assigned Group and Representation 
 

Variable Overall 
Mean 

A B C Descendant 
/Tribal 

College Museum Other T-Test Comparison 

Fishbowl .5 .25 .33 1 .8 .29 . 0 A:C**; B:C*; Desc:Col* 

Unpanel .313 .5 .33 0 .2 .43 . 0 A:C* 

Roundtable .188 .25 .33 0 0 .285 . 1   



 

 
Figure 4 shows and Table 6 assesses responses to the overall question “Which activity was 
most impactful in considering your organization’s next steps?” Each response option has been 
dichotomized in order to provide a comparison of means, assessing if there are any differences 
by group. Essentially, you can convert any of the decimals into percentages and each column 
should equal 1.0 or 100%. Overall, table 6 shows that 50% of respondents (n=8) who completed 
the survey’s summative component stated that the Fishbowl was most impactful in considering 
next steps.  
 
When compared across groups, we can see that there are statistically significant differences 
across means. Assigned Group C statistically differed from both Assigned Groups A (p<=.01) 
and B (p<=.05). This is largely because there was little variation in response, with all four 
participants in Assigned Group C selecting Fishbowl as the most impactful activity for them. 
Additionally, a statistically significant difference in means manifested between Representatives 
of Descendant and Tribal Groups and Representatives from Colleges and Universities (p<.05). 
Representatives from the Descendants and Tribal Groups were significantly more likely to state 
that the Fishbowl activity was the most impactful.  
 
The other statistically significant difference in means involved the Unpanel. Group A’s selection 
of the Unpanel as the most impactful activity was significantly higher than Group C’s. 
 
While the numbers for these comparisons are low, there is an interesting trend to note when 
comparing representatives of groups. Of these respondents, Members of the Descendant and 
Tribal Member Groups disproportionately identified the Fishbowl activity as impactful for next 
steps. On the other hand, Representatives of Colleges identified the UnPanel. Those who 
identified themselves as representatives of “Other” found the Roundtable to be most impactful. 
This indicates that these programs might speak to different populations in terms of considering 
next steps.   
 
Analysis of Qualitative Survey Responses 
The following analyses identifies themes that emerged from the textual open-ended questions 
on the survey: 

1. Deep Personal Reflection and Identity Work 
Participants consistently reported that the Symposium prompted them to reflect deeply on their 
own identities and roles within institutions. Many shared that personal identity (including race, 
professional position, and lived experience) shapes how they approach community engagement 
and historical research. The sessions were described as more personal than anticipated, with 
several respondents highlighting the emotional labor and vulnerability required throughout the 
process. Despite the challenges, this introspection was overwhelmingly viewed as generative 
and necessary. 

“The vulnerability is exhausting.” 
“It helped me think about belonging in a new way and prioritize it.” 



 

Additionally, conversations around identity (particularly whiteness) emerged as a dominant and 
sometimes uncomfortable theme throughout the symposium. Participants grappled with the role 
of whiteness in research, storytelling, and institutional narratives. Several reflected on white 
identity, privilege, guilt, and responsibility in work related to slavery and reconciliation. While 
some found these discussions affirming and necessary, others acknowledged their discomfort, 
which served as an entry point for further learning and self-interrogation. The persistent focus 
on whiteness highlighted both a need and a willingness to critically examine the power 
dynamics embedded in this work. 

“Whiteness was a dominant theme, it's worth discussing more in these research 
spaces.” 
“I did find it deeply uncomfortable that whiteness was being brought to the 
forefront.” 

2. Recommitment to Action and Institutional Change 
A strong theme throughout responses was a recommitment to taking tangible next steps within 
organizations. These included creating or deepening relationships with descendant 
communities, reassessing institutional values, developing non-extractive partnerships, and 
designing more inclusive programming. Participants expressed motivation to return to their 
institutions with a clearer sense of purpose and strategies for action. 

“Letting communities take the lead.” 
“Determine what is possible within my organization and how I can then push 
alongside others for change.” 

3. Appreciation for Dialogic and Participatory Formats 
Participants enjoyed all three activities, with the fishbowl being identified as the most impactful. 
Many participants said that they would like to recreate the fishbowl activity at their institution or 
organization. This format allowed for honest exchange, disagreement, and the sharing of 
strategies across institutions. Facilitated dialogue helped participants feel heard and supported, 
with several emphasizing the usefulness of replicating these models in their own settings. 

“The questions/prompts really grounded an open and honest conversation.” 
“This was a transformative experience.” 

4. Demand for Ongoing Training and Facilitated Support 
There was broad consensus that more training and workshops are needed to sustain 
momentum and support institutional change. Participants desired both informal education and 
formal facilitation training to help guide future conversations and initiatives. Mental health 
support, community-building tools, and equity-focused leadership development were also 
named as critical needs. 

“Having trained facilitators guiding us through these conversations is not something 
we could do on our own.” 
“Focusing on mental health and building trust in relationships.” 



 

5. Challenges and Barriers to Implementation 
While participants were energized by the event, they also noted institutional inertia, lack of time, 
and cultural resistance as major barriers to enacting the changes discussed. Momentum and 
continued support were flagged as key to success, alongside leadership buy-in and better 
internal communication. 

“The administration and trustees are very supportive of the work but don’t know 
how to do it.” 
“Keeping momentum, being dispersed, having our 9-5 jobs are all potential 
obstacles.” 

 

 
V.  IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION 

 
The overall evaluation was informative on a number of fronts. The range of data collection and 
analysis provided a broad insight which triangulated around key implications. 
 
As a recap, the primary findings in our observation fieldnotes were: the (dis)comfort with 
whiteness, the unexpected role of emotions in the activities, and the meaningfulness and 
intention of language.  
 
The survey results revealed that program success might be institution/audience dependent. The 
key findings included: 

● Colleges and museums were more likely to attend the Symposium looking for support 
from other organizations (when compared to attendees from other types of 
organizations). 

● All breakout programs were well-received with no rating under 3, but an average of 4.5 
or higher (out of 5). 

● Assigned groups often rated their last sessions more positively, possibly implying shorter 
time is needed.  

● Group representation affected participants’ perceptions of how impactful an activity was. 
While not always statistically significant, the pattern indicates that: 

○ Members of the Descendant and Tribal Member Groups disproportionately 
identified the Fishbowl activity as impactful for next steps.  

○ Representatives of Colleges identified the UnPanel.  
○ Those who identified themselves as representatives of “Other” found the 

Roundtable to be most impactful.  
 
Overall, the qualitative analysis revealed that the Symposium succeeded in advancing 

conversations around slavery and reconciliation in ways that were intellectually rigorous, 
emotionally resonant, and strategically impactful. The emphasis on participatory formats, 
storytelling, and self-reflection created a shared sense of purpose among diverse attendees. To 
build on this momentum, the report finds a want in facilitation training, spaces for ongoing 



 

dialogue, and possible development of institutional mechanisms to support descendant 
engagement and cultural change. 
 
With this data triangulation, the evaluation offers the following recommendations to MTAFF: 

● Consider the value of discomfort in promoting generative conversations as well as 
providing resources to the participants before and during the activities in order to 
prepare for potential reactions  

● Continue offering hands-on activities that personalize the experience  
● Consider shortening the duration of activities 
● Tailor programs to type of organization 
● Consider a visioning sessions for potential options for next steps, focused on group 

representation.  
 
 
 

  



 

APPENDIX 
 
Appendix A: 
Welcome (or welcome back) to the "Contested Spaces: After the Research" Symposium. This 
survey is intended to be used throughout the three-day forum. You will be assigned an 
identification number upon registration. The ID number is not linked to you, but rather used to 
link your responses to one another. The purpose of the survey is to understand your views on 
the next steps.  
 What is your assigned ID number? 
  
  
  
  
  

 What section of the symposium did you just complete? 
1.   Opening remarks, keynote panel, and groups exercises on Sunday, March 2nd 
2.   Unpanel 
3.   Fishbowl 
4.   Roundtable 
5.   Closing remarks 

 This section is intended to be completed on Sunday, March 2nd, immediately after the plenary 
remarks. 
 
—--PAGE BREAK—-- 
 
 What group are you representing at the symposium?Please select all that apply. 

1.   Member of a Descendant Group 
2.   Member of a Tribal Group 
3.   College/University 
4.   Museum 
5.   Other __________ 

  
What are your overall goals for participating in the Contested Spaces: After the Research 
Symposium?Please select all that apply.  

1.   Developing actionable items to take back to my organization/community 
2.   Finding ways to readjust my organization&#39;s values or workplace culture 
3.   Recommitting myself and my organization to reducing injustice 
4.   Gaining support from other organizations 
5.   Other __________ 

  
In one or two sentences, explain what "${piping_text}" means to you.  
  
  
  
  



 

What is your role in achieving your organization’s goals? 
1.   Speak to organizational leadership 
2.   Host team meetings 
3.   Create an action plan 
4.   Provide resources 
5.   Provide education 
6.   Internally work to educate your organization on topics discussed 
7.   Participate in another event like today 

  
Please describe any training(s) that your institution provides/requires which are aimed at 
ensuring all employees feel included. 

 
   
When you reach this point, you have completed the survey needs for Sunday.You will return to 
the survey on Monday after your first activity. 
  
 —--Page Break—-- 
  
This section is intended to be completed immediately after the Unpanel Session.  
  
On a scale of 1-5, how useful did you find this exercise to plan for your organization's next 
steps? 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 
Rating ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ 

  
 
In what ways did this exercise make you think about your next steps differently?  
  
  
  
  
  

  
  
Based on this exercise, what are some potential next steps for your organization?  
  

  
  
  
  



 

  
  
  
  

  
Thinking of the next steps you identified, are additional training and/or educational workshops 
necessary to ensure all employees feel included and that your organization is unified in your 
pursuit towards the next steps after the research?  

1.   Yes 
2.   No 

  
Explain your previous answer in one to two sentences.  
  
  
  
  
  

  
When you reach this point, you have completed the survey needs for this activity. 
  
 —--PAGE BREAK—-- 
  
This section should be completed immediately after the Fishbowl Session.  
  
On a scale of 1-5, how useful did you find this exercise to plan for your organization's next 
steps? 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 
Rating ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ 

  
  
In what ways did this exercise make you think about your next steps differently?  
  
  
  
  
  

  
  
 What topics or conversations came up during the Fishbowl that you would like to know more 
about? 



 

  
  
  
  
  

  
How did the Fishbowl help you to determine how your role at the institution impacts your work 
with other groups? 
  
  
  
  
  

  
What would be the necessary resources for successful next steps? 
  
  
  
  
  

  
Thinking of the next steps you identified, are additional training and/or educational workshops 
necessary to ensure all employees feel included and that your organization is unified in your 
pursuit towards the next steps after the research?  

1.   Yes 
2.   No 

  
Explain your previous answer in one to two sentences.  
  
  
  
  
  

  
When you reach this point, you have completed the survey needs for this activity. 
  
 —--PAGE BREAK—-- 
  
This section is intended to be completed immediately after the Roundtable Session.  



 

On a scale of 1-5, how useful did you find this exercise to plan for your organization's next 
steps? 
  

  1 2 3 4 5 
Rating ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ 

  
 In what ways did this exercise make you think about your next steps differently?  
  
  
  
  
  

  
What next step discussed during the Roundtable would you prioritize if your organization had 
access to the necessary resources? Explain in one to two sentences. 
  
  
  
  
  

  
How is your institution prepared to effectively pursue this next step? Explain in one to two 
sentences. 
  
  
  
  
  

  
What obstacle(s) does your institution face in implementing this hypothetical next step besides 
funding? Explain in one or two sentences. 
  
  
  
  
  

  
  



 

If you were to propose a next step, what do you imagine your role in its implementation would 
be? Describe what your responsibilities might look like. Would they be different from your typical 
responsibilities? Explain in one to two sentences. 
  
  
  
  
  

  
 When you reach this point, you have completed the survey needs for this activity. 
  
 —--PAGE BREAK—-- 
  
This section should be completed after the conclusion of the Symposium.  
 
What was the most unexpected part of the Symposium? Explain in one to two sentences.  
  
  
  
  
  

  
 What was the most impactful moment of the Symposium? Explain in one to two sentences. 
  
  
  
  
  

  
 
What was the hardest part of the Symposium?Explain in one to two sentences. 
  
  
  
  
  

  
   
Which activity was most impactful in considering your organization’s next steps?  

1.   Fishbowl 



 

2.   Unpanel 
3.   Roundtable 

  
Explain your above answer in one to two sentences.  
  
  
  
  
  

  
Realistically, what do you think your organization will do in response to the research over the 
next five years?  
  
  
  
  
  

  
 Are there any other thoughts you would like to share about your experience at the Symposium?  
  
  
  
  
  

  
 Would you be interested in sharing more about your experience at the Symposium in a follow-
up conversation?  

1.   Yes 
2.   No 

  
 If interested in a potential follow-up conversation, please provide your email address.  
  
  
  
  
  

  
 When you reach this point, you have completed the survey needs for this activity. 


